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Excess wastes could be stored for short periods of time in transfer vehicles
and/or at tipping areas if short-term shutdowns occur at the recovery facil­
ity. Storing the wastes, however, is a temporary, short-term extreme measure
and should generally not exceed a 24-hour period. Another option would be for
the county to develop another resource recovery facility or co-composting
facility that would operate with additional standby capacity. The additional
capacity could be used during peak waste generation times and shutdowns at the
main plant. There are, however, questions regarding how much waste the county
generates to justify another facility (see discussion, 5.1.5 Contingency
Planning by Hennepin County). Moreover, there could be substantial costs to
the county to develop additional processing capacity merely to use on a standby
basis.

The resource recovery facility has a design capacity of 1,212 tons per day. It
should be noted that the plant's design capacity is sized at 1,212 tons per day
in order to accommodate an annual average throughput of 1,000 tons per day.
The design capacity takes into account the facility's on-line availability
including maintenance periods. The amount of excess waste that could be
handled above the 1,000 tons may, in fact, be quite small. If excess wastes
arrive, the facility could operate above its proposed annual average throughput
of 1,000 tons per day. State law places an annual average throughput of a
1,000 ton-per-day limitation on recovery plants in Minneapolis. In light of
the 1990 ban on the land disposal of unprocessed waste, it may be desirable to
seek clarification of this limitation by the state legislature.

The county could have a contingency plan for each transfer station and the
recovery facility to handle excess refuse volumes. Alternate facilities could
be identified and notification procedures could be activated. Waste haulers
using particular facilities could be made aware of the contingency procedures.

5.1.5 Contingency Planning by Hennepin County

As previously discussed, most of Hennepin County's solid waste supplies are
committed to resource recovery and waste recycling projects currently being
planned. Taking into account peak waste generation periods and waste volume
forecasts, waste may be available for additional projects in the future (see
discussion, 4.1.2.1 Waste Availability). Moreover, if one or more of the
committed projects fails to develop or perform as planned, available waste
supplies could also increase. If more waste supplies, therefore, become
subject to the county's designation, utilization of the transfer stations would
be affected.

During seasonal low generation periods for 1990, the available waste supplies
committed to resource recovery and recycling projects appear to be as high as
95 percent. Because of this factor, whether or not the county could enter into
other long-term guarantees with large-scale project vendors is questionable.
As previously pointed out, however, present waste generation forecasts may be
too conservative, and more waste may be available than originally thought (see
discussion, 4.1.5 System Impacts on the Transfer Stations). Additional study
could be done by the county to pin down figures for the uncommitted waste
volumes.

One option the county has is to pursue agreements with other counties for addi­
tional resource recovery capacity. This becomes especially important if one or
more of the proposed exclusion projects fails to develop (see discussion, 4.1.4
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Impact of the Exclusion Projects). Moreover, the Metropolitan Council's solid
waste gUide places a strong emphasis on developing large-scale recovery proj­
ects through intercounty planning efforts. Intercounty agreements become
especially important and mutually beneficial in light of the region's 1990 land
disposal ban on unprocessed waste. If more wastes are committed to recovery
projects, the transfer stations could be more fully utilized and serve an
intercounty system as originally intended.
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5.2 Air Ouality

During construction fugitive dust would be generated. In order
to minimize the creation of dust the construction site should be
watered occasionally. Dirt areas should be left exposed only as long
as necessary. Prompt revegetation is recommended. Watering of
construction sites has been found to reduce the generation of fugitive
dust by as much as 50 percent.

The air quality modelling indicates a potential for the build-up
of .0029 inches of ice during a 14 hour p'eriod (assuming worst case
meteorological conditions) from the cooling tower deposition. This
build-up would occur along sixth Avenue North immediately in front of
the proposed facility. Such build-up is equivalent to a very light
dusting of snow during winter months. The generation of traffic on
the road is likely to prevent the build-up of any ice on sixth Avenue
North due to tire road friction. Ice build-up will be infrequent in
occurence (see Section 4.2.2).

The applicant could apply material such as sand to the road if
ice build-up appears to be occurring. This will provide additional
traction and lower the freezing point of moisture droplets thereby
minimizing ice build-up.

An effective but more costly alternative would be the
installation of a wet/dry cooling tower which minimizes drift
deposition. With this technology, ice build would not be expected to
occur. This technology is more expensive than other mitigation
measures such as sand application.

The handling of refuse has the potential to result in the
production of odors. The impact analysis did not indicate potential
odor problems from the resource recovery facility. The facility will
destroy most odors in the boiler. The potential does exist for the
generation of odors at the transfer stations. Several strategies can
be employed to minimize odors there.

A reodorant should be applied to the waste as it is handled at
the transfer stations. Reodorants do not mask odor, but rather
minimize odor from the waste. Reodorants have been employed in
various facilities throughout the county. The reodorants also serve
to keep the waste moist, thereby reducing dust generation.

The implementation of fans and filter material in the transfer
stations could be employed to collect dust particles and odors in a
filter. The ventilation system would be used to draw air in the
transfer stations through a filtering system before discharge to the
outdoors. Such air quality control equipment has been employed at
transfer stations in the country to control dust and odor generation
from transfer stations (i.e., an 1100 TPD facility in Baltimore,
Maryland) .

5.3 Geology and Soils

Development of the resource recovery facility and transfer
stations is not expected to result in significant long-term impacts to
geologic or hydrologic resources. Potential impacts identified are
the removal of contaminated soils at the Greyhound site and a
potential need for site dewatering during construction. Eventual
removal of contaminated soils at the Greyhound site would represent an
improvement over existing conditions.
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Construction practices could be employed to minimize temporary
changes in rates of erosion and runoff caused by disruption of
naturally compacted soils and vegetation. These practices include:

o periodic wetting and mulching of un vegetated and uncompacted
areas to reduce blowing dust, soil erosion and runoff.

o Prompt revegetation of disturbed areas, and
o construction of temporary detention ponds to interrupt

runoff.

Underground tanks should not be used for fuel storage. Above
ground tanks are recommended. Such tanks minimize the potential for
groundwater contamination.

5.4 Water Quality

Construction of the facilities would result in a potential for
increased runoff. Associated with the runoff could be a decrease in
water quality.

During construction immediate revegetation of the sites would
minimize erosion potential and impacts on water quality. At the
Brooklyn Park site in particular, runoff patterns to the west should
be maintained. A detention pond during construction would minimize
project impacts. In addition, all construction could be restricted to
areas outside of the 100 year flood plain. It may be very costly or
infeasible to construct outside of the flood fringe area since it
occupies much of the center of the site. The only technologically
feasible mitigation measure might be construction at an alternate site.

The uti1~zation of in line baffled concrete drop box structures
to contain contaminated liquids would reduce the likelihood of
petroleum contamination during operations. Another possible
mitigation measure at Brooklyn Park East would be to confine
construction of the facility to areas outside the flood fringe.

Construction of the facilities on other sites or the decision not
to construct at all could eliminate potential impacts. If the
proposed facilities were not constructed, environmental impacts would
be avoided at the proposed sites, although all county wastes would
then have to be 1andfi11ed. The goal of reducing the 1andfil1ing of
solid waste might not be accomplished, however, by implementation of
such a strategy.

5.5 Land Use and Zoning

Each city's zoning ordinance generally fails to specifically
address resource recovery or transfer station facilities. In some
respects this is a direct result of the fact the resource recovery
technology is relatively new in this region.

A resource recovery facility at the Greyhound site is not
expressly permitted in the Minneapolis zoning ordinance. State
statute provides for such a use under its special use provisions. The
city cannot issue a conditional use permit per provisions of the state
statute.

Resource recovery transfer station facilities are not expressly
listed as conditional uses in the Bloomington, Brooklyn Park, or
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Hopkins zoning ordinances. Uses similar in nature are however allowed
as conditional uses. The zoning ordinances could be modified to
expressly allow such facilities as conditional uses or permitted uses
in industrial zones.

Another mitigating measure would be to not construct the
facilities within the communities designated as potential sites.
Alternative locations might, however, have zoning ordinances which do
not address resource recovery facilities as permitted uses. Location
at alternative sites could result in a trade-off of environmental
impacts from one site to another.

Construction of the facilities in Minneapolis, Bloomington,
Brooklyn Park, and Hopkins would be generally consistent with land use
and Comprehensive plans. Each municipal plan shows a future
industrial use recommended for the various sites. Mitigation measures
such as amendments to the plans would not be necessary or appropriate.

5.6 Transportation

The transportation analysis indicated no significant degradation
in traffic operations at the Greyhound site. There could be a
potential for conflict between site traffic and buses when both have
green lights to enter Sixth Avenue North. This conflict could be
mitigated by using separate signal phasing to allow traffic to leave
the MTC garage.

The intersections in the immediate vicinity of the Bloomington
East site are of concern. Without development of the transfer station
delays will occur at the inhtersections of West 98th Street and Jones
Avenue and West 98th Street and Girard Avenue and West 98th Street and
Old Shakopee Road. Consideration should be given to upgrading,
signalization, and changes in signal cycle phasing to accommodate
future traffic volumes.

Two intersections at the Brooklyn Park East transfer station are
projected to operate below desirable standards in 1989 without
development of the project facilities. These intersections are the
stop sign controlled intersection of U.S. 169 and 73rd Avenue and the
signal controlled intersection of West Broadway and U.S. 169.
Consideration should be given to signalizing U.S. 169 at 73rd and
reviewing the signal phasing at West Broadway and U.S. 169 to mitigate
future potential capacity problems. In addition, the construction of
a future interchange at 800ne Avenue and the extension of 73rd Avenue
(slated to design construction within the year) will serve to reduce
traffic. It is expected that traffic will be reduced at the
intersection of West Broadway and U.S. 169, thereby improving
operating conditions. Removal of vegetation at this intersection and
proper signing on the northbound leg of West Broadway would provide
additional safety measures at this intersection.

Traffic operations at all intersections analyzed would be
acceptable in 1989. Concern has been expressed regarding railroad
operations near the Hopkins site entrance. A potential mitigation
measure would be the scheduling of project truck traffic to avoid
scheduled train operations in the area. No significant operating
deficiencies were observed at any of the intersections considered.
Weaving of vehicles in County Road 3 were evaluated in the analysis
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and found not to be a significant problem. In addition, a designated
traffic route from County Road 18 to Fifth Avenue would minimize noise
and traffic impacts. storage for refuse vehicles on site could be
provided for trucks delayed by trains blocking Fifth Avenue. It is
recognized that a number of trains through Hopkins (as many as 8 coal
trains per day) are unscheduled. This would make scheduling of
project traffic difficult. The Hennepin County designation ordinance
prohibits access to the facility via Second Avenue South. Measures to
prevent access could be:

1 )

2)

3)
4)

5.1 Noise

Posting of the route by City of Hopkins to prohibit truck
traffi c,
Prohibition and fining of haulers using the route by the
County,
Design of entrance to prohibit access from the south, and
Spot checking by County to insure the route is not
utilized.

The primary impact during construction of the proposed resource
recovery facility would occur from additional traffic caused by
commuting workers, trucks, and the operation of construction
equipment. Pile driving and steam-blow during initial project
start-up (will occur only once) would elevate noise levels. The
impacts of construction operations could be minimized by restricting
construction activities at all sites to the hours of 7 AM to 7 PM
(daylight hours only). Construction equipment could also be required
to employ mufflers and sound reducing devices. Vibratory pile drivers
if employed would reduce noise levels.

During operations noise impacts will be perceptible at the MTC
garage opposite the Greyhound site. Mitigation measures designed to
reduce noise impacts could be employed. They are:

o Application of acoustic materials to stationary equipment.
o Use of variable speed 10 fans
o Silencers on all steam and air vents
o Use of Air intake filters/mufflers for compressors
o Application of mufflers in vehicles and other motorized

equipment.

At the transfer stations, noise levels will be increased by
project operations. At the Bloomington East Site, noise levels will
exceed MPCA standards at three receptors during operations (see
Section 4.8). At Brooklyn Park East, one receptor will exceed MPCA
standards as a result of the project. It is important to note that
all receptors analyzed at the Hopkins DOT site will exceed MPCA
standards with or without the project. Project increases will be 3
dBA or less. Similarly, noise levels currently exceed MPCA standards
at all receptors analyzed. Although project impacts will be slight,
MPCA standards will be exceeded even further by project operations.

Several mitigation measures could be employed to reduce noise
generated by the transfer station. All vehicles accessing the
facilities could be required to have adequate mufflers to reduce noise
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levels. Plant equipment should incorporate mufflers and insulating
material to reduce noise levels to a minimum. In addition designated
truck routes should be specified to avoid residential neighborhoods.
For example truck traffic could be restricted from the use of Second
Avenue South in Hopkins (see discussion in Section 5.7).

5.8 Utilities

No significant impacts requiring mitigation were identified.

5.~ Socioeconomics

construction and operation of the proposed facilities would
generate jobs in the area. Operation of the transfer stations by the
County will reduce real-estate tax payments at the Bloomington East
and Brooklyn Park East sites.

Concern has been expressed regarding the impact of the facilities
on adjacent property values. No conclusive evidence exists to
categorically show that resource recovery facilities reduce the value
of adjacent properties. However, if the facilities were not
constructed the potential for changes in property values from transfer
station facilities would be eliminated.

The county could allow a private party to develop the sites (own
and operate) thereby being subject to pay property taxes. Developers
could also utilize the publically owned sites, such as the Hopkins
site, for profit making purposes (if the County would sell the land).
Development of all the sites represents lost opportunity costs to
utilize the sites for other purposes. The City of Hopkins has
provided an estimate of the opportunity cost developing the site at
$925,000 (estimated market value;of property). Estimates for other sites
have not been provided.
5.10 Aesthetics and Cultural Resources

Impacts on visual aesthetics could be eliminated by not
constructing any of the facilities (see Part 2, Section 1.0). In
addition, impacts can be minimized at all of the facilities by several
strategies. These include:

o Extensive landscaping and ornamental tree/shrub plantings
o Use of aesthetically pleasing architectural treatments.

This could involve establishment of community based
committees to have impact into the design of the facilities.

o Exterior finishings should be compatible with adjacent
structures.

o Landscaping should be utilized to block open views of the
facil ities.

o Buildings could be sited as far as possible from adjacent
structures to preserve a buffer zone, and

o Efforts should be made to preserve existing natural
vegetation to the extent possible.
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5.11 Site Layout and Design Modifications

5.11.1 Greyhound Site

The proposed resource recovery facility could be designed to
provide on-site maneuvering room for refuse vehicles outside of the
buildings. This would provide for storage of refuse vehicles on site,
as well as for the rejection of certain loads more easily. Redesign
of the facility would be costly and would not easily be accomplished
given the size of the facility and the available land.

The facility could be constructed to provide additional
acoustical material to reduce noise emissions. Stack breechings and
induced draft fans could be wrapped with sound reducing materials.

Reorientation of the buildings would likely result in a less
efficient operation without significantly reducing potential
environmental concerns.

5.11.2 Bloomington East

The Bloomington East Transfer Station could be designed to employ
additional air pollution control equipment, to control airborne dust,
odor, and other air borne materials. Modification of the layout of
the facility is not considered to represent a significant alteration
of environmental concerns.

5.11.3 Brooklyn Park East

The site layout could be altered to avoid the 100 year flood
plain to the maximum extent possible. This could be very costly and
difficult since the flood plain covers much of the middle of the
site. This would include the movement of the facility to the east and
reorientation of the site access roads to avoid the flood plain.

Pollution control measures such as carbon filtering, baghouses,
wash down and spraying of reoderants could be incorporated into the
design to remove odors and air borne contaminants. Such measures tend
to be costly.

5.11.4 Hopkin~ DOT

Pollution control measures, such as carbon filtering, washdown,
baghouses, and reodorant sprays, could be incorporated into the design
to remove odors and air borne contaminants. Acoustical materials
incorporated into the design layout could be considered.

The facility could be significantly reduced in size and designed
to handle considerably less waste, for example 600 TPO design
capacity. The facility would then be redesigned to accommodate the
smaller throughput. The waste flor designation currently proposed
pertains to the entire County. If the facility were reduced in size
the designation ordinance would result in the delivery of more waste
to the facility than it could feasibly handle. It would be necessary
to ammend the designation ordinance to reduce the waste flow (i.e.,
designating specific communities).
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